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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Amendment 

In the amendnnent filed one 07/25/201 1 , Applicant amends claim 9 as follows: 

u 'I'v J lid i,tv f 1 vU'-uT.i p-^r <. Nt tun. iU h iN li i Lft,*- tn, it bv i t,^ 

SM}E;lt.MMJ.¥'<'' not fftsmtxl; 

This amendment raises new issues that would require further consideration and 
search. 

Therefore, this amendment is hereby denied entry. 



Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed 07/25/201 1 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 



On page 8 applicant argues: 

u !i tnK 't f ' ,d m h<. t l k< tt> h n t ' ^ t } 

t ili !*■ tvi^.. o<-ii?L. f i,^t V ^t.\f h s f<.j Hh> t tt dv sit t^v 
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According to DuBroff, insurance is provided to spouses tlirougli periodic 
payments. Tliis is a form of "collecting data" because a payment suggests a monetary 
amount from a source. This represents at least two form of "data" to be collected. 

On page 8 applicant argues: 

cl^sS.J S-C.jU!) il Stn M ^li OIK Spi., til ^U the- ..skuS [KlEJpaJ^^ ftiO^ts 

DuBroff suggests that actuaries, insurance plan executives, bankers, and 
lawyers to implement an insurance policy as described by DuBroff previously. 

This teaching is considered to be "calculating various data required for 
insurance" because one of ordinary skill in the art would recognize that at least 
actuaries would perform the calculations required to implement an insurance policy. 

Applicant's argument on the bottom of page 8 to the middle of page 1 0 is 
directed towards proposed amendments that are denied entry. 



On page 10-11 Applicant argues: 
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> n I ^ it I. i % f>„ J ». i { Stat t u i. ^ i 

1 i ft U t ri t > I S 1 t J » 1 1 Ef E: 

<,u 1 p HI t^tii H E I ] I en < i 

11 V H J n ( t t 1 >- t t d t n El I ti 

t tvt p \ t ( V (,(, t >. <, E 1, Ill's tt 

f 1 i J.^n , t n . M 1 .1 . 

I- t _ji !•! \. i I 

i K__ r I E t 1 ! ^ i (1 11 

1 r T t it t ((; J >. u i? E t t < u]r^T V 1 ^jjr 4 t I U 
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ji.HiKsl teviitnU- V [th }x! rskv vkdnclis,^ni jActi srs.^'si:! r.'^Es cippl^vS^^k' « t> 
itibuti.' vS §.ii:s.in ^Uiidj fksykE TSJakt' Midi isi 3^■^ iejsiuc jH'ho s^iosv 

\\ In <.k,i .! smed v.vh.- J.n sn; Eia^ c vEMld'.ii a^it U'> f ir b^-'id vj??^vr? msu^-s.ict 

A ^•ii.iftEs,.'!;* n i?>ied li'* t^K' tiA'j of j-y.i'ti A hi. 'k.^ s^U'l lU sh*' ^^f^uS t'* diN^^f'^f 

m , n t..! \ Sas' ji,ii,>;;>.i}jh, H>k<tsi . ^Jdivt 

Not -.inh' shs-c ">r>§{;§y t^^r ct^dd !:.op|tost' -.'ftc ^^i>i*. p(i>5 she chdii ^ jp}x>n m\tT"*-titr th<' 
c^ikirea's gmrdkni. 
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While Examiner agrees tliat DuBroff would not provide payout for divorced 
couples who do not have children, Applicant's claim does not exclude the embodiments 
wherein the couples do have children. 

Therefore, the married with children embodiment is fully enveloped by the scope 
of the claim, and is suggested by the applied art. 



On page 11-12 Applicant argues: 

Sul ) t sK { ^ )t i ^ 
<isr«etissis3: are- i3nn»gm^4. 



Application/Control Number: 09/981,213 
Art Unit: 3626 



Page 6 



(Id - i * *nl! 'V u-i>^%^x sitkdl 

V!!H„ fflfS \l*i N f ^ R >■ 11> jn 1.1 t ! d 4u L., L 'tutK v*l^ <!■!■< 

\ V XK V* SN<lJ 4 I. )U iK T 1\<.! tt 1. i ht I 1 ft flihvl i,-iv1mU^%^1 ^.R dt.! i-y 

O ttd *S k' k I' ! ' I F t il ' «H 1^ *IH ^V > -t 'it^i' ISO -"kt Wtl luo ^S. 

S!. i ^.j^t \ < I < nid t V V 1 ii d ^t.U>»ttti n > i i 4 ' t 

It appears that Applicant is arguing that the applied art do not teach providing 
coverage to "unmarried" couples, Examiner hereby clarifies the record. 

The recited "two... persons entering into a cohabitation agreement are 
unmarried". Examiner considers that the persons are unmarried before entering the 
"cohabitation agreement" because this "cohabitation agreement" is marriage. Once 
entered into the "cohabitation agreement", they are married. 

Therefore, insurance could be provided to single people before they are married. 
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It is noted tliat tlie claim does not exclude the couples from being married while 
being in the "cohabitation agreement", wherein the previously denied entry amendment 
notwithstanding. 



Applicant's argument on the bottom of page 12 to the top of page 13 is directed 
towards proposed amendments that are denied entry. 



On page 1 3 Applicant argues: 

Ors (-K^g/ S 5>f §he Office .action, st v^\>^ loand Jhas '"OuBs-i^ft- -foither teaches pm\«3snL; 
i>r<-ath!Og psrKXl fof btsJh spouse'^, to work ous rhe ftskire. Trs5-<3ug,h penodiL 

c|!t|dfBo..:;..iSi...#Mai'I^^^^^ 

As applR.-a5i?A ucsil tb« ijste-d psJragfssplK si ts pretty Si^uardv <}!recte!£l so chjid <.s(5spcri 
mA iht; d«sne«is of ckim S*. Ckn'Hc^koa is tbiss rsxiusesi-eds 

This portion of DuBroff suggests that the spouses could use the payout to 
substitute for monetary settlements typically decided during family court. It is well 
known that family court decides a variety of financial issues regarding the marriage and 
dissolution thereafter. 
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While DuBroff only provides exemplary embodiments of such types of decisions, 
one of ordinary skill in the art would recognize that other issues regarding custody and 
other family issues are decided in family court, and the payout could be use to 
substitute for these court decisions. 

Applicant's argument on the bottom of page 1 3 to the middle of page 1 4 is 
directed towards proposed amendments that are denied entry. 

On page 15-17 Applicant merely rehashes arguments previously addressed 
above, and incorporated herein. 

On page 18 Applicant further argues that the applied art do not teach the recited 
"financial consequences". 

As previously discussed above, it is known that family court decides a myriad of 
financial issues for the divorce, including custody and payments therefor. 

As such, similar rationale as discussed above applies, and is incorporated 

herein. 



On page 1 9 Applicant argues: 
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C ' ^dt. <s t t t tlx t ' <■ < 1. t\ s ni i>s 

}u\ u If ^ ' ! * li \ ! i *K t 't «!l H i. opi' 3 

AHi^ u i k \ T t kt t t H>« t bt V*. V ' K life \t tt t 

(ht t. aat t L ] 1 > Ht. f aM s ^ t -^t hi \ t\tr « >M vs ^ ' ] 

Examiner is unable to understand Applicant's argument. 

Claim 12 requires that during an "ending" of a "contractual relationship", "financial 
consequences" are paid, including "legal fees", as well as other recited forms of 
"financial consequences". 

As discussed above, DuBroff suggests that the insurance be used to pay for 
decisions usually decided by family court. As discussed above, these issues may 
involve many types of financial issues. 

Grande specifically teaches that health and life insurance premiums must be paid 
as part of a divorce settlement (page 652-653). 

Therefore, one of ordinary skill in the art would be able to use the payouts of 
DuBroff in combination with the secondary references to pay for legal fees and other 
fees as part of a divorce settlement, wherein custodial child support is known to be one 
type of fees. 

While Applicant appears to assert the advantage of reducing health premiums, it 
is not apparent from claim 12 how a simple policy that payouts for the financial 
consequences could be used to reduce any health premiums that are assessed 
independently of any marriage insurance. 
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Does Applicant intend to argue tliat tlie premiunns are more affordable because 
the policy payout makes the premium more affordable by paying for at least a part of the 
premium? Additional clarification is requested. 

On page 1 9 Applicant argues: 

rs, snnK iNih^^ts tt nii^ ^ th im>V Ki J t v lBs u ' « lit 
rtil a I HJ L.f t U \ 1 *, } ' [:< FtUT* 1 X vi ^ i a X ti M 

In response to applicant's argument that the examiner's conclusion of 
obviousness is based upon improper hindsight reasoning, it must be recognized that 
any judgment on obviousness is in a sense necessarily a reconstruction based upon 
hindsight reasoning. But so long as it takes into account only knowledge which was 
within the level of ordinary skill at the time the claimed invention was made, and does 
not include knowledge gleaned only from the applicant's disclosure, such a 
reconstruction is proper. See In re McLaughlin, 443 F.2d 1392, 170 USPQ 209 (CCPA 
1971). 

In this case, no portion of the specification is relied on for the ground of rejection. 



On page 1 9 Applicant argues: 
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n-se Office iSj-gues tJiat the feas-tfj-s for dostig .■sy w-osjkl he k; prs)vi-^e h^aith <md life 

As discussed above witli respect to DuBroff, custody and cliild support are also 
typically paid for by divorce decree as decided by family court. In Grande, health and 
life coverage are simply another form of fees typically paid by divorce decree. 

The problem explicitly recognized by DuBroff is that divorced people simply do 
not have money to pay for the divorce decree. Therefore, DuBroff provides socially 
responsible insurance to help pay for at least a portion of fees that were previously paid 
for by divorce decree (page 45 column 2). 



On page 1 9 Applicant argues: 



vnYfCc kH;nrf th.^t '■\-V. pft cLs^eji U lH;Hrufi S4j,gs3;e,!tc» pss^^id!^s. p.HYt>.if^ p^>p\-i 



This is found explicitly in DuBroff (page 46): 



ft she ppofram wsm rasd* 
msfiststsry Soraii named seossie sor 
al^ wtsa tevschtWrei^jt. mum ewsn 

iyofpa sacs »£i$thcsy« wStgs'^siTKSr's 
pm^ve^r (Tfsys, when belH Njs- 
feesiisi asid wefe work, bsth wCfssSrf b« 

«f«5Kvf> sftetukl n>at(:e sissjh an 
imufawiJB tKjficy eiwn: mars pataj> 

S53S«..} 
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Clearly, DuBroff intends to apply the insurance program to: (a) married people, or 
(b) all people who have children. 

The grammar of this section does not suggest that unmarried people with 
children would be excluded from the program. 

Even assuming arguendo that DuBroff only teaches people with children, this 
teaching is sufficient to meet the limitations of claim 1 . 

On page 1 9 Applicant argues: 

tns = tuxSu to f'H'' c\se'iE it t^nj-* he^.^. ^ .iCvr Xsw-' S(Tei.\-?' \o k«*l .i^SJsra^■^l ^ ^^s.-s^ ksrr^'n- to 

Examiner cannot interpret Applicant's argument regarding "to the extent it goes 
beyond Golden being directed to legal insurance...". Additional clarification is 
requested. 

Examiner assumes arguendo that Applicant is arguing that Golden does not 
teach providing legal fees for divorce. 
Golden teaches (page 2): 

fhe rsaaopa's Ssrsiftst isrs-V'JiClef of Ssgas Msyfssios,, fi(Si?twest tsgaJ S8?vi«es-, rs Dss Mwes,, Js-wa. w?>it«i^ 8«3m!n:«tsfs 
jSsns tor 40O ccmHEiWB »Biaugba mtmark. of 9,60a 3sw^ts> <stm mmiSmi^. AoootSU^ fej marttetsrvg msfisga*- Ann 
Dseferesrs, febawssS's basis service mW pays fee Jirsco^issstgdi dswc^g. Jl» "uJSRWte* f»*tv. whKSv coste $t5 a sr^ontt, 
islsms csxisa&ted dnas ss weB, Attaufo st Is eaSacJ a tamf oisn. sn she «v«nt of « ^iwonss, rt toste IsgaS fees sust fer She 

According to Golden, insurance provides payout for legal fees arising out of a 
divorce proceeding. 
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On page 20 Applicant argues: 

"DuBrofI teaches mB^hisiiag the dsvorcc msufstnce with o6m- Invessnent vchscltss," The 
Office also fajjiffd However thst "Ookksi ate> sead>e;> lh»i dtvofC« iamtafice oJfe«t as past of 
iegsi iffisar&fice t're-ads m "amjEisej coBtracf*) (paragraph \S\." J Office seiion, p. 9). Applicsnis 
r>»tTS5ctf\sl]y {IHFig}-?^; and ^ssjssiK- ^hiS I'mdjoi; 5o she t,-Nk't5^ i? j.'(X-a k-yotKl Goklas dsrected 
so itig^S ww»iraiic« timi h&pp«n& to coYtT the legal assocEgtecS wjJh, , a divorce. 

TIlis argument lias been addressed above, and incorporated lierein. 
On page 20 Applicant argues: 

EKtt MivtsjtttseRS of tiic pOTodic jKsytnems'" a« required by dgtytj ?, 

Applicant makes this argument without addressing what is an "investment". 

Examiner submits that the annuity plan is a form of "investment". 

Furthermore, the money paid by the insured is put into, i.e. "invested", the 
annuity plan. After a period of no divorce, this annuity plan is paid out to couples who 
do not divorce. 

On page 20 Applicant argues: 

As discussed above and identified by Applicant, DuBroff can offer insurance to 
newly weds. On page 45 DuBroff explicitly teaches: 
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According to DuBroff, tlie plan would be initiated at the time of marriage. 
Therefore, this teaching suggests that the plan is instituted at least some time prior to 
marriage. During this period, the couple is considered to be "prospective participant". 

On page 20-21 Applicant argues: 

"Ok; fiffici:- goes ,yn Ri fisK^ JK^vvfvej- ^hiil "IXkBrt^tT rcwignss.cs diaS >i3\S5i:g p*Xij>S« mi^y s'soi 

have nxiney (psge 46 wkjrers 3 pssragrapb S)." ^kii The apphcarits nsspedfuUy iHsagret^ with 
8s«J dispute this Suding. The apjslicaiXs have read the dted portioa and cm\d tiM m sucli: 

DuBroff teaches: 

cifstjsel t)^ KiSRfi tw esEhsr *?5Sfi<js. This 
Dilats s«ss teass©l«. ssfscs mast 
¥-<ssJF!sj cfttisjfss stofs'S have mw!^ 

One of ordinary skill in the art understands that young couples do not have 
money for long term investments, such as the 20 year investment outline by DuBroff. 
Additionally, it is quite clear that young people in general do not have much money to 
invest in anything. 

On page 21 Applicant argues: 



Golden teaches: 
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OsMp eoijftlsias me. %&ssm^ d!:V£ife&«Sijfaf>c:e sws5«sifs, sts ffessisi, ctsuspies c^n sign «p. to- ss. on Mr wsdsJiRg dsy. if Sas 
teesn ftfisposettJ irs Qcea( Snssisi, whers fts geivsmmeftt Pms m JeflS^ ej«()»it8« fefpoor jjssspie wfta mottA.. iln tM Umtsai 
States, ^ivsfse issgsRis. are rsot ©Rtelted to p«btiiS>< to-sted ^as^v^m.} 

According to Golden, Russia provides divorce insurance on tlie wedding day. In 
the UK, poor divorced people are provided legal fees. 

This teaching suggests providing poor people divorce insurance on their wedding 
day because poor people may not have money in the future to pay for divorce fees, and 
fully meets the claimed limitations. 

On page 21 Applicant argues: 

\\ ll- t-v-ixt 1.1 -"I t ^ t t h 'jph t s; < t '■'^ t vi e-u \ I k 
i\ ui ^ *5 < u * ' J* ^ *i tv 1: I jsi J X ptt -i! tr ^y r 

't 1 j^. as, J "! jr s \(j u < H \ 1 ( tl xtf -^i- \ iK V (,hii«!.n! <. ». I n v'n k>i i il- it 

t I v.* ^ t j * Ul; fH \ \ \* ttX S « IL I }i till 1 V n !i 

U vMt -t 1 M ijs tlf 1 tK I ^t^Tlt. ' t 1 \ ^ ttt f {> t Sfv V t t 

Spw luutK* ^ pKt22| (, ij'' isit p< is sp t^* k n K i,}-idfX"vSi Mt. \ { s. ' 'CJ 

i. t st i 1 I kv s k t iL ■> { i.tS'i L i t K t } i:> t' ^ p rt t n} ^'^i e J 

■\ If N J*-* ^-^ m. 1 nil u (] 0 i n «,i itu i i i v< * t *h vilu ^ *'h 
^ vt n t <=n u I- l>i tn t ) I ( t (.< tl- \ t \ iki ttis h 1 H >t J, p r p. t u - H n t>} 
<X c :Omn k t 1 ^.r-stvK ' I.* t}\fv»t rs i \% th Ur p b i -tfX t u\ 

As per claim 16, Applicant does not limit the "changed circumstances" to any 
particular embodiment. Accordingly, the marriage status of being married more than 5 
years fully meets the limitation. 

As per claim 17, this claim is rejected with Covert, which Applicant does not 
address. 
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On page 22 Applicant argues: 

^ n(>-5 . ^^ K 3 W-^ fuhv ^ S stvHtH V 1 t-iM ipl 

<3»vor«e. 

Examiner cannot interpret Applicant's argument. Additional clarification is 
requested. 

On page 22 Applicant argues: 

part ot .sd.tvs!)^Eostn>i tik pK-jitatn ^-ei^uc-fjid b\ v*. im l-> ^\ ith^jfa^J.viS vi JhJtts^c i^si 'h- ^ 

As discussed above, the annuity plan invests the premium paid by the insured, 
and incorporated herein. 

On page 22 Applicant argues: 

Ihe 1 )trk<, K>E,s^nt- hv^vtt'va that Co...rt t'^xhe-- pr* uJsny tr-'si.rant.x- rV>r ^'k- <1(-.sI )Ht\ n^f 
5 p^<c=:vm t,{\igv p^nHgic^fSi tiM*T;s) ' th-i "-\t ihi? E 'V Eiv.t.rS>uT v^^ss -tuJ^, it >.viUjld h,nii 
Ken I'Ks.xjs: ^irs? ut i^tnt^snrs •5,'%t[] ei ihc *>.<■ i5\' etc frt- tt-vschtsiy^ < ^aiti- wsshui Shv 
estsi OiJtnxrt PsjH'oH, ^t>jh.^iis, Adc i .n-ti O^dmk' Vi'h tin nit^inat^ i ir tatk-rjni' p t-^ ls)lrl■s^ 
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In response to applicant's argument that the examiner's conclusion of 
obviousness is based upon improper hindsight reasoning, it must be recognized that 
any judgment on obviousness is in a sense necessarily a reconstruction based upon 
hindsight reasoning. But so long as it takes into account only knowledge which was 
within the level of ordinary skill at the time the claimed invention was made, and does 
not include knowledge gleaned only from the applicant's disclosure, such a 
reconstruction is proper. See In re McLaughlin, 443 F.2d 1392, 170 USPQ 209 (CCPA 
1971). 

As discussed by Applicant, the motivation to combine is explicitly provided. 

Regarding Golden not being as cited, additional clarification is requested 
because Examiner cannot determine from Applicant's argument what is lacking from 
Golden. 

Conclusion 

In view of the totality of the evidence, the finality of the previous office Action is 
hereby maintained. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Iran (Ken) N. Nguyen whose telephone number is 571- 
270-1310. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Friday, 9:00 am - 5:00 
pm Eastern. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Robert W. Morgan can be reached on 571-272-6773. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/TN/ 

Examiner, Art Unit 3626 
/Robert Morgan/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 3626 



